‘BABY DOE’ RULINGS

the issues and voice their opinions now before the final
decision on the Baby Doe issue is made.
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Medical Practice Questions

EDITOR'S NOTE: From time to time medical practice questions from organizations with a legitimate interest in the
information are reterred to the Scientific Board by the Quality Care Review Commission of the California Medical
Association. The opinions offered are based on training, experience and literature reviewed by specialists. These
opinions are, however, informational only and should not be interpreted as directives, instructions or policy state-

ments.

Sublingual Challenge Technique for the Diagnosis
of Food Allergy

QUESTION:

Is it accepted medical practice to perform diagnostic evaluation of food allergy

by the sublingual challenge technique?
OPINION:

In the opinion of the Scientific Advisory Panels on Allergy and Otolaryngology/
Head and Neck Surgery, the sublingual challenge technique is unproved for the
diagnosis of food allergy. There are no defined acceptable criteria for this procedure
and its use has not been scientifically established.

Controlled double-blind studies have shown that the test results are not repro-
ducible and indicate that the method is no better than tests with placebo.
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